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Summary 

• The main potential habitat issue in this section of river is 

destabilisation of the bank. The two main causes of this are livestock 

access and expanding stands of Japanese knotweed.  

• Buffer fencing to exclude livestock would greatly improve the 

abundance and diversity of vegetation (and trees) on the banks and 

thereby increase the resilience of the banks to erosion.   

• Treatment of the knotweed with herbicide, undertaken by a licenced 

operative is the only realistic method of treating the infestation. 

However, a licenced operative could supervise club members to 

assist.  

• Resisting the temptation to prune low and trailing branches along the 

reach will preserve the valuable fish-holding cover they provide.  
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1. Introduction 

On the 20th October 2020, the Wild Trout Trust and local Environment 

Agency fisheries officer visited a section of the River Irt, downstream of 

Holmrook in West Cumbria, controlled by Millom Anglers. Owing to the 

varied ownership of land and fishing rights in this area, short sections of 

private water were also walked and will be included within this report. The 

visit was accompanied by members of the club and West Cumbria Rivers 

Trust (WCRT). The purpose of the visit was to assess the general habitat 

quality and make recommendations of any improvements that could be 

made.  

Normal convention is applied throughout this report with respect to bank 

identification, i.e. the banks are designated left bank (LB) or right bank (RB) 

whilst looking downstream. The Ordnance Survey National Grid Reference 

system is used to identify specific locations. 

2. Background 

River  Irt 

Waterbody Name  Esk (W) 
River Irt (d/s Bleng confluence) 

more relevant; see main text 

Waterbody ID  GB531207408400 GB112074070070 more relevant 

Operational Catchment  Irt-Mite-Esk-Annas Irt-Mite-Esk-Annas 

Management 

Catchment  
South West Lakes South West Lakes 

River Basin District  North West North West 

Current Ecological 

Quality  
Moderate Moderate 

U/S Grid Ref inspected  SD 07861 98938 

D/S Grid Ref inspected  SD 07351 98932 

Length of river 

inspected (KM) 
1 

Several sections of the River Irt have been visited previously by the WTT 

and the previous reports provide useful background to the catchment, with 

specific detail of the reaches visited. Previous River Irt reports (along with 

the majority of other WTT advisory visit reports) can be found through the 

interactive map on our website - www.wildtrout.org/map. 

Under the Water Framework Directive (WFD), the section of river visited 

appears to fall under the waterbody of Esk (W), which is a transitional 

waterbody (generally estuarine waters) that encompasses the Rivers Irt, 

Mite and Esk, the assessment therefore has less relevance to the upper area 

of this section, which is only influenced by particularly high tides.  

The more relevant assessment for the largely non-tidal section is therefore 

likely to be the WFD waterbody upstream, River Irt (d/s Bleng 

confluence), that achieves a moderate status, being good or high for all 

parameters other than priority substances (Polybrominated diphenyl ethers 

https://www.wildtrout.org/map
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(PBDE) & Perfluorooctane sulphonate (PFOS)). These newly tested chemical 

parameters are now resulting in failures on most waterbodies. 

 

https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/WaterBody/GB112074070070 

 

3. Habitat Assessment 

Approximately 1km of the river was walked, from SD 07861 98938 to SD 

07351 98932, which will be reported progressing in a downstream direction.  

At the upstream end of the reach, the remains of past bank revetment work 

(posts and boards) were visible, upstream of some current bank erosion. 

The issue here is two-fold. First, the cause of the bank instability has not 

been addressed, primarily livestock access to the bank and the associated 

physical damage and reduction in vegetation. The root depth and diversity 

of bankside vegetation required to consolidate a riverbank is directly related 

to the species diversity and abundance of foliage above ground. If too much 

energy is expended on replacing foliage, less can be allocated to the 

development of the extensive root systems required to bind a bank 

together. Continued grazing pressure also generally limits the vegetation to 

grasses and limited diversity of unpalatable species, as these are the only 

plants that survive continued grazing pressure.  

The second issue is the type of bank protection used. Rather than employing 

diffuse protection that dissipates flow energy and encourages deposition 

along a bankline, the use of smooth, hard boards simply diverts the flow 

energy and scour elsewhere along the bank. Consequently, adjacent areas 

of bank become destabilised, with erosion then often progressing along the 

bank, especially if that bank is not naturally stable and/or well-vegetated.  

https://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/WaterBody/GB112074070070
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Figure 1. The remains of past board bank revetment (red circle), with erosion visible 

immediately downstream to the right (and more serious erosion further downstream out 

of shot), where the protection has failed. The heavily grazed bank-top and livestock 

trample lines create weak points, leading to slumping of the bank material (blue ellipse). 

Note how the less accessible bank faces are far better vegetated than the flat, easily 

accessible bank top.  

 

Figure 2. Progressing downstream, the bank is increasingly unstable, owing to a lack of 

vegetation and trees, and the impact passed down from upstream. Planting trees on this 

bank could start to slow the rate of erosion to a more natural rate, but livestock exclusion 

will be required to fully address the issue.  
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On the sheep-grazed banks, a general lack of tree regeneration was noted, 

with only mature trees and unpalatable species (gorse, brambles, etc.) 

avoiding browsing in many areas. This leaves the banks susceptible to 

further denudation as there are no new trees coming through to replace the 

old ones if they die or are washed into the river. The potential issue of tree 

loss is exacerbated in areas with few tree species. For instance, alder 

disease (Phytophthora alni) could have a disproportionate impact upon the 

predominantly alder lined banks. Standing dead alders were observed and 

are likely to be the victims of the disease; these also provide habitat, so 

should be retained. As alder are short-lived trees, with the majority 

observed already mature, their numbers are reducing anyway through 

natural wastage, so action needs to be taken to address the decline. The 

long-term loss of alders (and willows) is a common issue on sheep-grazed 

land. However, livestock exclusion from a riverbank with buffer fencing 

would reinstate natural regeneration of woody and herbaceous vegetation. 

Evidence of past tree pruning was observed. None of it looked particularly 

recent, but the impact will persist as trees are less likely to replace lower 

branches that are removed from below their main canopy (unless the tree 

is coppiced). This can lead to a lack of low and trailing cover within the 

channel, as observed in several locations (Figure 3). Ideally, these low-level 

branches should be left in place as they provide vital cover for fish, and 

although they may restrict casting, fewer fish will hold in those areas if the 

branches are removed, so pruning rarely actually benefits anglers.  

 

Figure 3. On the sheep-grazed banks, a lack of tree regeneration is apparent, with only 

unpalatable species and mature trees in most accessible areas. Note the dead alder in the 

centre (red ellipse) that is unlikely to be replaced naturally unless livestock are excluded. 

Also note the general lack of low branch cover along the far bank (blue ellipse).  
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On the predominantly cattle-grazed banks, the trees and vegetation are 

generally in better condition, with at least some tree regeneration possible 

(natural and propagated) and a greater occurrence of alder shrubs (Figure 

4). Cattle are suppressing the growth somewhat, but tend to graze more 

than browse, so some of the saplings and other vegetation can get a start, 

particularly on the less accessible areas of the riverbank. The more notable 

issue with cattle is the physical damage from trampling and poaching of the 

banks which will cause destabilisation, so their exclusion would still be 

beneficial.  

The bank area shown in Figure 4 is a good example of the range of trees 

and vegetation that are required to create natural bank stability on the 

outside of a bend and to provide high-quality fish cover. Outside bends will 

always be susceptible to erosion naturally, particularly where the soil is 

friable (as is the case on the lower Irt catchment), so it is important to 

maintain diverse tree and vegetation cover. In addition to the root 

protection they provide, the dense matrix of stems, trunks and branches 

also slows the flow of water along the bankline, reducing its erosive energy.  

As such, the temptation to prune these trees should be resisted wherever 

possible, unless it is the very occasional coppice to diversify the canopy. 

However, it should be noted that will create a gap in the cover for fish and 

the protection from high flows (at least temporarily). One of the alder trees 

mid-way around the bend has been coppiced, to delay it toppling into the 

channel, and this situation illustrates the conundrum of managing a 

riverbank with insufficient trees and/or regeneration/understory. In an ideal 

scenario, the tree would have been allowed to topple, to provide valuable 

woody material to the channel. With the root-ball attached as an anchor, 

there is a good chance that the tree would have come to rest where it fell, 

or nearby (probably swinging round to lie along the bank), where it would 

provide in-channel cover and structure. This would have created fish-

holding areas and provided complex refuge from high flows and predators.  

However, it is easy to understand why the tree was coppiced as there is 

only a limited number of saplings in the area to replace it, so “greater than 

natural” bank destabilisation may have resulted if it fell. Unfortunately, the 

coppiced stool is likely to wash out in the long-term as it is already quite 

exposed by prior erosion. The dense regrowth of the stool may also force 

more flow against the bank, resulting in more erosion than if it had been 

allowed to topple in as a whole tree with its canopy to dissipate flow energy 

along the bank. The best course of action now will be to ensure that the 

time until the stool and root-ball washes out is put to good effect in 

establishing sufficient trees, shrubs and vegetation to replace it. The same 

is true for the more actively eroding bank immediately downstream which 

would also benefit from some planting (see recommendations).  
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Figure 4. A reasonably well tree-lined bank, providing good bank stability on the outside 

of a bend in areas with light, friable soli. Ensuring that the natural succession is sufficient 

to maintain trees along the bank will be vital in maintaining the habitat quality and natural, 

low rates of erosion. Pruning should be avoided. 

Alongside the bend, it is apparent that the most susceptible area of bank 

around the apex is subject to two additional pressures that are likely to 

decrease its stability. The adjacent field is clearly cut for fodder, without 

allowing a suitable stand-off/buffer of uncut vegetation. This has the same 

impact as heavy grazing (and is coupled with some grazing) and is severely 

limiting the species abundance, diversity and root structure within the bank. 

The trample line along the bank top further exacerbates the issue, creating 

a significantly weakened point in the bank, from which there is a high 

potential the bank will slump if the bank becomes waterlogged following 

heavy rain, or destabilised by other erosion. Again, the solution here is to 

exclude livestock and allow a wider, uncut buffer extending back from the 

banktop. Failure to do so could well lead to far greater land loss in the long 

run and is in no one’s best interest, certainly not the landowner’s.  
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Figure 5. The grass has been cut too close to the bank top (dashed blue line) and livestock 

(and possibly people) are creating a weak point in the bank with a trample line (dashed 

red line). With a buffer strip, and so without the trample line, the current mowing line could 

possibly be sustainable (although a larger buffer would be preferable), but with both factors 

acting together, there is a real risk of further bank erosion.  

The invasive non-native species (INNS) Japanese knotweed was observed 

to be causing bank instability in numerous sections (Figure 6). Overshading 

by knotweed is inhibiting the growth of beneficial native species which, 

coupled with grazing pressure from the adjacent field, is leading to block 

failure of the bank which should not usually occur on an inside bend. Action 

should be taken to treat the infestations. On the opposite side, valuable 

willow growth is protecting the bank, providing cover and actually 

increasing deposition downstream in its lee, nicely demonstrating how 

increased roughness can provide protection along a bank (Figure 6).  
 



   
 

11 
 

 

Figure 6. The first knotweed observed (red ellipse), although this INNS is present in many 

areas upstream. Note the benefits of the willow shrub on the RB, providing in-channel 

cover and bank protection. It is also facilitating increased growth of aquatic vegetation 

(lighter green patch within the blue circle) that will benefit invertebrates.  

Another outside bend downstream on the RB is currently destabilised and 

susceptible to further erosion (Figure 7). This is likely to be another case of 

insufficient succession on the bank to replace trees lost naturally to erosion. 

It is perfectly normal for a bank line to adjust over time and to lose 

occasional trees to erosion, but the rate at which they are lost can be greatly 

increased by a range of external factors like land use (particularly livestock 

grazing), as described for Figure 5. 

It would be well-worth undertaking planting on the bank face to reinstate 

bank stability. Freshly cut shrub willow (goat willow ideally) whips sourced 

locally and stuck into the ground around the water line would be the 

quickest and easiest method (see recommendations) and would be 

complemented by other native species. Fortunately, in that area, the steep, 

inaccessible nature of the bank is likely to reduce livestock access and 

should help to protect the saplings, although the issues of trampling along 

the bank top will continue to create issues if not addressed.  



   
 

12 
 

 

Figure 7. Looking downstream at another area of erosion. There is good potential to 

stabilise a bank at this angle with planting, providing livestock can be kept away. 

A similar scenario was observed on the opposite bend downstream (Figure 

8), but there is certainly time to increase stability there quite easily with 

livestock exclusion and strategic planting. Left alone, the bank may remain 

stable for some time, or it may suffer significant erosion, it just depends 

upon the weather/river conditions experienced. This area, and the erosion 

pictured in Figure 2, are either side of a 30m peninsula, and are ultimately 

progressing toward each other. Unchecked, they are likely to ultimately 

meet in the middle, cutting off the meander and greatly reducing LB field 

size, which, again, is a disadvantage to all parties – including the 

landowner/farmer. The ideal scenario here would be to completely exclude 

livestock and enter the land into some form of stewardship option that could 

be revegetated and planted; or, as a minimum, completely exclude sheep 

and only graze cattle there, fenced well back from the banks and narrow 

peninsular of land. 

Immediately downstream of the bridge (Figure 9), slightly different channel 

adjustment appears to be occurring. Here it appears to be the result of flow 

fluming through the hard bridge arch which increases flow velocities, 

turbulence and back-eddying. This has eroded the banks but, the voids have 

subsequently infilled with deposition, so it is not continually eroding and 

should find a more stable width over time. Attempting to formally narrow 

the channel here with bank protection could be counterproductive as it 

would reduce capacity that is clearly being utilised in peak flows. Again, 

excluding livestock would help to create a more naturally resilient bank that 

can adjust without becoming completely destabilised.  
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Figure 8. Signs of bank instability and a lack of trees resulting from long-term grazing (far 

bank). With appropriate livestock exclusion, planting and natural regeneration (trees and 

vegetation) would return this section to a far more stable state and greatly reduce the risk 

of significant land loss and fine sediment input to the river.  

 

Figure 9. Erosion has occurred downstream of the bridge, but the void has subsequently 

infilled with deposition. That deposited material highlights the significant volumes of fine 

sediment that are entering the system from erosion upstream but should consolidate with 

vegetation if it remains there. If not, the channel capacity is clearly required and reducing 

it would likely result in bed or bank erosion elsewhere. Moreover, flow in the centre of the 

channel here is clearly already of sufficient velocity to maintain the substrate quality.   
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Knotweed becomes increasingly abundant downstream, with another stand 

observed on the LB (SD 07747 98750), along with associated block failure 

of the bank. The increasing occurrence of knotweed is likely in part due to 

the increasing influence of Spring tides backing up the river and increasing 

deposition (including knotweed propagules). The diversity of vegetation is 

also denuded by livestock access on the bank behind, which will be 

contributing to the erosion issues. The lack of root structure within the bank 

was clearly visible, even from the other side of the river. 

In-channel habitat remains relatively good quality, despite the fine 

sediment issues. There is a good diversity of flow but a general lack of 

physical structure within the channel, with a scarcity of overhanging and 

trailing branches in some areas. 

 

Figure 10. More knotweed on the LB, along with block bank failure. The lack of other native 

species resulting from livestock grazing exacerbates the issue. This area has good flow 

diversity but lacks physical structure.  

Where bankside trees (particularly willow) line the banks further 

downstream, the availability of structure and cover increased dramatically, 

with shrubs protruding into the channel providing flow diversity, and refuge 

(Figure 11). The increased occurrence of willow almost certainly 

corresponds to areas with reduced access for sheep (now or previously), as 

willow is one of the first species they target. Being relatively short-lived, 

willows are also one of the first groups of trees/shrubs to be lost through 

long-term sheep grazing. Fortunately, being fast growing and easy to 

propagate, they can be reinstated quickly once grazing pressure is 

removed. Being a smaller, shrub species, the low, dense cover provided by 

goat willow makes them an ideal species to use for habitat improvements. 
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Figure 11. Trailing bankside goat willows on the far, LB, providing bank stability, flow 

diversity, cover and fish refuge from predators, but these highly beneficial trees struggle 

to become established in areas with long-term sheep grazing.  

The next section is under an increasingly tidal influence, which was 

observed to be backing up the river during the visit. This almost certainly 

explains the major proliferation of knotweed that will have been deposited 

on the banks and within the sediment here (Figure 12). The largest, densest 

stands observed were in this section, where it is shading out almost all other 

plant species. Fortunately, the well-established willows are holding the bank 

together for the most part, but erosion in-channel and the sheer density of 

the growth is already causing issues for angler access. This issue needs to 

be treated as the situation will only get worse, and the infestation will 

spread.  

Ordinarily, the recommendation is to always tackle invasive plant species 

from the furthest upstream extent, and work to prevent reinfestation from 

upstream. While this is still the preferred course of action, it may also be 

worth undertaking some treatment of the larger stands towards the 

downstream end of the section visited, to prevent them from completely 

taking over. It would be well-worth the angling club supporting initiatives 

to tackle the source of the infestation further up the catchment with 

volunteer time, at least. WCRT indicated there may be for them to assist 

with treating knotweed on Millom Angling Association water and they would 

surely value support from the club in addressing the issues elsewhere on 

the catchment.  
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Figure 12. Major stands of knotweed were observed in the tidally influenced section, where 

it has almost completely taken over areas of the bank. Without the established willows 

holding the bank together, the issue could be even worse. A small ditch/drain in this area 

is also being badly poached by livestock access (SD 07576 98723), leading to increased 

fine sediment input to the river.  

The presence of a far greater number of willows in the lower section 

provides ideal low and trailing cover within the channel. The tidal nature of 

this section and corresponding regularly changing water depth make the 

availability of such refuge structure particularly valuable in protecting fish 

within the deeper, naturally impounded water at high tide. Without the 

structure, fish (particularly emigrating smolts and smaller upstream 

migrating adults) would be far more susceptible to predation. This is an 

important consideration for a tidal section of river where changing 

weather/river conditions may increase the residence time of fish.  

One particular tree had been earmarked for some form of maintenance to 

improve angling access (Figure 13). While the tree creates a valuable 

feature, and it would be wholly counterproductive to cut it down, there is a 

possibility to improve access and retain much of its benefit by laying the 

trunks into the water, along the bank (see recommendations; Figure 14). 

This may be possible as part of a WTT/EA practical visit or workshop to 

demonstrate the technique.  
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Figure 13. The willow centre of shot was highlighted a restricting access of the pool/bend 

downstream. Laying the tree could retain much of the habitat benefits while providing 

access for casting. This kind of treatment minimises the detrimental impact of tree 

management but should still be undertaken sparingly. 

4. Recommendations 

4.1. Livestock exclusion 

It is recommended that the riparian landowners in all areas with livestock 

access are approached to ascertain whether agreement can be gained for 

buffer fencing along the river. While this would be beneficial everywhere, 

the main areas of benefit would be the LB, as depicted in Figure 2 & Figure 

8 (where the meander/peninsular is threatened from both sides), and the 

area of the right bank where the mowing and trample line combine to 

threaten the bank stability (Figure 5). Funding may be available through 

various streams to assist with the cost of fencing, so it is recommended that 

the EA and Natural England are approached for this. However, the ideal 

situation could be to enter the problem areas into some form of countryside 

stewardship, whereby the landowner and/or tenant would receive a 

payment for the land to be more sensitively managed. The presence of 

freshwater pearl mussel in the river and the major detrimental impact upon 

them from fine sediment improve the case for buffer fencing and may focus 

funding resources to it. 

4.2. Japanese knotweed treatment 

During the visit, WCRT expressed willingness to assist with the treatment 

of Japanese knotweed, particularly if the club were amenable to assisting 

WCRT in other areas. Such a partnership could cover a far greater area and 
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deliver far greater benefits than working alone so would be mutually 

beneficial, WCRT supervising herbicide treatment by volunteers from the 

angling club. Failing this, it would be worth hiring in a licenced operative to 

undertake treatment of the infestations. Acting as soon as possible is the 

only way to prevent an exponentially worse infestation in the future. 

4.3. Habitat improvements 

It is recommended that pruning of bankside trees is avoided, to preserve 

valuable low-level cover and the dissipation of flow energy that helps to 

protect the riverbank.  

A few of the more general habitat improvement techniques could be 

employed on this section of river, however, the easiest, quickest and 

potentially cheapest would be tree planting.  

4.3.1. Tree planting 

Tree planting with a range of native species would be beneficial in any areas 

where livestock are excluded, to kick-start the process of increasing species 

diversity along the river. Once established, any trees or saplings would 

greatly improve bank stability and reduce the risk of catastrophic erosion 

creeping along long riverbank sections. The secret to success will be in 

ensuring there is a sufficient width of trees and shrubs extending well back 

from the current bank line, to allow for the inevitable natural channel 

adjustments over time. Saplings are often available for free through a wide 

range of organisations (including the EA and Woodland Trust) particularly if 

volunteer time can be donated to assist with planting. To complement the 

traditional planting of rooted saplings, strategic willows could be planted as 

whips/cuttings to rapidly create cover and provide material for laying into 

the channel in years to come.  

The easiest way of establishing willow is by pushing short sections of freshly 

cut whip into areas of wet ground, ideally close to the waterline where 

plenty of moisture is available to the initially rootless sapling. Whip planting 

can be undertaken at any time of the year but will have the greatest success 

during the dormant season, shortly before spring growth begins (ideally late 

Jan-March) but can prove successful throughout the year in damp ground. 

This kind of planting should be undertaken sparingly to avoid 

overpopulation by willows as the process is usually quite successful. 

Whips should be planted so there is a greater length (~2/3) within the 

ground, to minimise the distance that water has to be transported up the 

stem. Planting them on a shallow d/s angle will also ease water transport 

within the developing shrub (which starts without any root) and reduce the 

potential for it catching flood debris and being ripped out. Leaving 300-

400mm of whip protruding from the ground is usually sufficient, providing 

they protrude well past the surrounding vegetation (to allow access to 

light). Whips of 5mm-25mm diameter tend to take best, but even large 
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branches can be used. If undertaken during the growing season, care should 

be taken not to leave excessive amounts of foliage on the whips as these 

greatly increase the rate of transpiration and can lead to the whip 

dehydrating before the supporting root system can develop. 

4.3.2. Low cover and in-channel structure  

Where multiple, pliable tree species (willow, hazel, elm etc) are present, 

the occasional trunk can be cut and used to create a habitat enhancement 

feature, with no significant detriment to the overall habitat. This can entail 

partially cutting through trunk, so that it remains attached and can be laid 

into or along the channel (Figure 14).  

 

Figure 14. Willow hinged into the river margin to increase cover and structure. The method 

involves cutting part way through the branch, quickly through the first two thirds, then 

continuing until it collapses down over the river. The depth of the cut should be limited to 

only that which is required to bend the limb over, as this will maintain maximum size and 

strength of the hinge and the health of the tree/shrub. Note how only two out of four trunks 

are laid, to minimise the impact upon the canopy and other habitat. 

Alternatively, where a canopy has been lifted above the water level through 

historic pruning, a trunk can be felled to create a coppice, encouraging low-

level regrowth from the stool; in the process, providing material that can 

be lodged between two or more standing trunks (Figure 15), or hung over 

another tree if a ‘V’ branch is available (Figure 16). Again, this should be 

taken very sparingly, to avoid loss of habitat and the creation of a major 

maintenance burden as the bushy regrowth ensues. 
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Figure 15. A flow deflector, securely but naturally lodged in place between two upright 

trees (red circle). The technique can utilise a single pole (primarily to increase scour) or a 

branched limb (to create greater flow dissipation or diversity, depending upon how used). 

The elevated butt end (bank end) reduces the potential detrimental bank score usually 

associated with d/s deflectors as a through-flow is maintained along the bank. 

 

Figure 16. Medium-sized, lodged woody material, securely anchored naturally by the ‘V’ of 

the branches against an upright tree. 
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Felled trees can also be tethered as downstream facing tree kickers (Figure 

17 & Figure 18), where the butt of the tree is attached to its stump with 

strong cable. This is a highly effective method, but it is generally beneficial 

to avoid the use of man-made materials, so where possible, the lodged 

material options may be a better choice. 

 

Figure 17. A perfect example of how the diffuse canopy of a tree kicker can be employed 

to diversify flow and increase deposition in the river margin and focus flow down the far 

side of the channel, to maintain depth there – with no negative impact upon the 

downstream transport of gravel. The structure itself creates valuable high flow refuge for 

fish. This kind of technique is designed to kick-start processes that will continue to develop 

long after the initial structure degrades. 
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Figure 18. A basic tree kicker setup, using 4000 kg breaking strain cable and two pairs of 

cable clamps. The webbing strap in the background is used to pull the kicker close to the 

stump for fastening but is removed once the cable is fully fixed in place. 

 

5. Further information 

The WTT may be able to offer further assistance such as:  

• WTT Practical Visit  

o Where recipients require assistance to carry out the 

improvements highlighted in an advisory report, there is the 

possibility of WTT staff conducting a practical visit. This would 

consist of 1-3 days’ work, with a WTT Conservation Officer(s) 

teaming up with interested parties to demonstrate habitat 

enhancement methods (e.g. tree kickers and willow laying 

etc.).  

In these examples, the recipient would be asked to contribute to the 

reasonable travel and subsistence costs of the WTT Officer. 

The WTT website library has a wide range of free materials in video and PDF 

format on habitat management and improvement: 

www.wildtrout.org/content/wtt-publications 

We have also produced a 70-minute DVD called ‘Rivers: Working for Wild 

Trout’ which graphically illustrates the challenges of managing river habitat 

for wild trout, with examples of good and poor habitat and practical 

https://www.wildtrout.org/content/wtt-publications
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demonstrations of habitat improvement. Additional sections of film cover 

key topics in greater depth, such as woody debris, enhancing fish 

populations and managing invasive species.  

The DVD is available to buy for £10.00 from our website shop 

www.wildtrout.org/shop/products/rivers-working-for-wild-trout-dvd or by 

calling the WTT office on 02392 570985. 
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